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Abstract: The search for an imaginative vocabulary that encourages mind and behaviour shifts is not an easy task in processes of formulating design trajectories towards
profound systems change. At the same time many design concerns are embedded in
larger ecological, social, economical or political systemic crises and call for generating
systems change across multiple dimensions. A prolonged terminology search when
describing the theoretical and practical results of a PhD research into Pakistan’s craft
sector through the systems lens triggered the interest in penning this paper about
the entanglements of language and expanded design horizons and methods. While it
can only offer initial thoughts the topic might extend into a larger interest. So how
enabling or limiting are established terminologies in fields such as development aid,
grassroots empowerment, design and systems thinking? What impact does the use of
a particular vocabulary have on design attitudes and practices?
Keywords: design and development; shared vocabularies; systems change

1. Introduction
Designers engage in systems thinking in a wide variety of fields, from ecological, social, economical and engineering innovations to aesthetic and functional applications, but also in
more philosophical debates regarding the design profession, its methods and education.
They aim for systems change, which involves viewing problems from a holistic perspective
and understanding their complex nature as systems problems. But systems are resilient and
change difficult. It can only be generated across multiple dimensions and scales (e.g. Geels,
2011; Meadows, 2009; Burns and Worsley, 2015).
Systems change is also not easy to articulate, especially when it involves multiple stakeholders and the aspiration to change a system’s paradigm. Stakeholders are often not aware of
such paradigms, and neither reflect critically on them nor engage in change processes. This is
the space of design practitioners and researchers aiming for systems change, who face the
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challenge of articulating suggested paradigm shifts that involve radically different ideas than
before. On the other hand such communication of ideas is required for contributing to systems change through design.
In this paper I will first summarise my PhD design research in Pakistan’s craft sector, which
ignited the interest in systems thinking. In the final stage now I am facing the challenge to
find a vocabulary for proposing a theoretical design framework that aims to encourage a
paradigm shift and systems change from a multi-stakeholder perspective regarding craft projects in the context of grassroots empowerment in Pakistan. The empirical research revealed
that currently the impact of the dominating global aid system on craft projects with the goal
to empower usually marginalised craft producers is supportive on the one hand, but on the
other poses limitations on attempts to achieve rewarding experiences in craft value chains:
while grants and useful expertise are regularly provided, income opportunities and continuous workflows terminate often prematurely, for example, when grant periods end or contextually unfeasible methods are requested by donors.
I then briefly outline key aspects of systems change theories, and theories that place conversation, reflection and articulation at the centre of empowering processes.
Following I summarise how design and other professional fields create their own limitations
for trans-disciplinary collaborations by applying standardised processes and terminologies,
specific to their professions.
Finally I describe how the research concluded with proposing a theoretical design framework
that challenges the common unidirectional transfer of standardised expertise as the sole trajectory towards empowerment. Articulating this framework involved describing a paradigm
shift that can inform changed practices of the involved stakeholders such as project managers, academics, fashion and home décor designers, entrepreneurs, philanthropists and craft
producers. Vital to the proposed paradigm is to foster collective critical reflection among
craft project stakeholders on current practices and (power) relationships between each other, so that they realise how the global aid paradigm currently guides them, financially and
conceptually. Whether they receive grants or not, notions of who requires help and who can
provide it seem so deeply engrained in the mindsets of both, the providers and the recipients of aid, that they are not easy to change but continue to cause dependencies that none
of the stakeholders want. While some, often informally, critique these agreed roles based on
their own experiences, there is little space for debating and changing them collectively as a
central concern.
This paper offers an insight into a work-in-progress of formulating a proposed framework
that includes a paradigm shift. It aims to make the case for paying increased attention to
searching for vocabularies that encourage widened horizons of thinking and systems change.
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2. Background: craft projects in contexts of grassroots
empowerment through the systems lens
Currently my PhD design research about craft projects in the context of grassroots empowerment in Pakistan is nearing its closure, albeit not without facing an unexpected struggle:
finding a satisfying vocabulary to articulate a theoretical design framework to propose.
Early experiences in two craft projects — one self-initiated with patchwork making women
in Interior Sindh, and one within an NGO’s programme with teenage girls in minority communities in Quetta in Baluchistan — sparked the interest in beginning a design research
about the relationship between grassroots empowerment, craft and design in Pakistan.
With Pakistan’s craft culture being rich, diverse and omnipresent, from cheap handmade
everyday items to exquisitely handcrafted pieces of high-end designer collections, the craft
sector forms a significant part of the labour force. Millions of people, including women, earn
their living through craft making (PBS, 2018, p. 28, p. 31 & p. 41)1, albeit the majority of
them under precarious conditions of the informal economy, where they lack legal protection
and are vulnerable to financial exploitation and disrupted value chains.
The main research interest revolved around real life experiences of different stakeholders in
craft projects that are conducted at the intersection of three objectives: increasing income
opportunity for craft producers, preserving cultural heritage, and advocating for social justice for craft producers and their communities. As such they aim for ethical approaches and
include internationally funded grant schemes to support, for example, women empowerment; social craft enterprises; craft based designer labels; private philanthropic initiatives;
community development with a craft component; and design curricula focusing on local culture and social innovation.
An empirical investigation formed the backbone of this research, consisting of three parts:
1. A case study of around 20 craft projects of diverse scale and format through field
visits, small project engagements and interviews with different stakeholders2
2. An action research project with a group of 17 women in a village in walking distance to my university at the outskirts of Lahore
3. Two focus groups, one with 11 and one with 12 participants who have different
roles in craft projects and had been part of the case study and the action research
project
The gathered data was of extremely rich, diverse and eclectic character. Successful and
failed craft project strategies could be identified but the more interesting emerging aspects
were of dialectic quality, featuring different, often contradicting, stakeholder perspectives.
The value of the data emerged within these spaces of debate, not in clear conclusions or
1

Pakistan Bureau of Statistics

The exact number is not easy to determine because some projects are so closely intertwined that I often had to decide
whether to count them as one or as separate projects.
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quantifiable numbers. The methodology ‘bricolage’, outlined by Kincheloe and Berry (2004),
was used to guide the process of structuring the empirical data, while ‘systems-oriented design’, and especially the GIGA-mapping process, developed at the Oslo School of Art and Architecture and introduced by Birger Sevaldson (2017a, 2017b & 2018), was then used to synthesise and analyse the data. Combining bricolage and systems-oriented design made sense
because both methodologies encourage researchers to embrace the complex nature of real
world challenges rather than trying to simplify them. Both aim for change through making
transparent and changing power relationships. Both also embrace messy and open-ended
processes, especially where multiple stakeholders are involved.
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Bricolage encourages researchers to create a patchwork of information with the eclectic data at hand. From a starting point of interest information is connected and topics for debate
emerge (Kincheloe & Berry, 2004). Three topics were identified regarding the case study : 1)
conceptual approaches and formats; 2) skills and knowledge transfer; and 3) stakeholder
concerns. The findings in combination with the action research and focus group analysis
were used to establish the craft for empowerment system. By arranging stakeholders, their
relationships and activities from a bird’s eye perspective, the system’s shape, size, dynamic
and the quality of the underlying stakeholder relationships became visible (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. The craft for empowerment system, established using the empirical data.
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Three main levels of the craft for empowerment system emerged (Figure 1). On the top level, the political level, sit stakeholders such as international aid organizations, donor agencies
and governments who define international aid politics, including grant schemes. On the level
below, the implementation level, local government departments, NGOs, academia, think
tanks, enterprises, designers and craft affine individuals implement craft projects, many of
them supported by grants from the political level, but also those who reject grants as part of
their strive for independence.
On the bottom level, the target level, exist the marginalised craft producers as the largest
group, including home-based woman workers, but also specialised artisans with workshops
such as weavers or block printers. The character of the craft for empowerment system was
analysed as:
• Large in scale with fuzzy boundaries to related fields of development, culture,
business and education;
• Top-down dynamics of grant distribution and suggesting methodologies;
• Differing in network strength, with strong supportive networks on the upper
levels and fragmented ones towards the bottom;
• Fading contours of stakeholders’ identities at the bottom level, where they appear as an anonymous mass, whereas the ones on the upper levels have
names and positions.
With development aid, social entrepreneurship and philanthropy serving as point of departure for most craft projects, the top-down power dynamic was no surprise. While grants,
conceptual and operational guidance flow top-down, accountability is requested bottom-up
from the implementation to the political level. The implementation level feels also accountable to the target level but cannot attend to its peoples’ concerns sufficiently because the
political level often poses unfeasible requirements on grants, for example participant numbers or time frames. Craft producers often have difficulties distinguishing between the people who engage with them, for example designers, project managers or potential customers
from the implementation level. Even more blurred is their understanding of the political level’s role. Its stakeholders on their part are very distant from the target level realities while
regarding its people as a cause to work on. A central role play implementation level stakeholders who have good insights into both, political and target level realities, plus diverse
professional fields such as education, business, design or social welfare.
Key insights of this systems analysis include that the stakeholders from all levels of the craft
for empowerment system have positive intentions and are keen on collaborating in new
constellations in craft projects, especially between the implementation and the target level.
Therefore the research is anchored in a systems approach, linking different stakeholders’
real life experiences to their entanglements with the structures (organizations and institutions), processes (implementation methods), and underlying mindsets (common notions and
stereotypes) of the craft for empowerment system that have consolidated over time.
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3. Systems change and language
3.1 Systems change across multiple dimensions
The top-down dynamic and the alienation between stakeholders of craft projects were identified as barriers for positive impact, for example when grant periods terminate prematurely
and rewarding experiences are thwarted because of disrupted projects. Addressing such
complex systemic challenges requires systems change as no simple solution could be sufficient. Most systems though cannot be designed, only leveraged into, for example by inserting a new activity, process or entity. Donella Meadow’s leverage points span from transcending paradigms through taking on a neutral and non-judgemental perspective to simple
actions such as turning a switch or making a payment (Meadows, 2009, pp. 145-165). Frank
W. Geel’s multi-level perspective describes three levels that through their interplay can support sustainable systems change: socio-technical landscapes (politics, macro-economics,
demographics), socio-technical regimes (shared beliefs, regulations and laws, lifestyle
trends) and niches (research labs, market niches) (Geels, 2011, pp. 32-33). Regarding development aid Danny Burns and Stuart Worsley explain how larger change begins to emerge
when small parts in a system begin to change. Therefore it is important to be sensitive to
starting conditions of change, which can be a tiny change at first but can multiply and trigger
larger change over time (Burns and Worsley, 2015, pp. 27-31).
These theories suggest that sustainable systems change does not take place either top-down
or bottom-up, but through mutual impact between larger cultural, technical and political
paradigms, tendencies, and different peoples’ activities. They suggest that only after a long
time period sustainable systems change can be observed, for example, after starting a different activity. One reason is that mindsets fuel a system’s current behaviour and are often
the reason for a system operating in an undesirable way. Changing mindsets is not easy, and
requires people to become aware of current conditions that cause challenges, and to detect
small starting points for alternative approaches. For those to gain foothold, they need to be
communicated in comprehensible ways for all stakeholders involved.
In the systems field of second order cybernetics all participants of a system are observers
and actors and in a continuous conversation, which attributes responsibility for the wellbeing of the overall system to each of them. If experiencing, observing and acting is guided
by a critically reflective practice an ethical dimension is added to systems change (Glanville,
2003, pp. 7–11). As such design processes can be viewed as conversations, especially when

the participation of multiple stakeholders is considered important.
Here the potential of a shared vocabulary as a powerful tool for systems change becomes
evident. It is vital for collective critical reflection between different stakeholders from across
a system’s areas and their understanding of a status quo.
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3.2 The role of critical conversation in processes of empowerment
The empowering impact of reflection and articulation is not an alien subject to scholars and
practitioners concerned with power inequalities in the Global South. Gayatri Chakravorty
Spivak and Paulo Freire both explain the structures of societies in which marginalised people
lack the consciousness, voice and audience to express their needs and positions because
narratives of their societies about, for example, history, governance, education, economy
and judiciary, are those of powerful elites. Farmers, peasants or slum dwellers do not find
themselves represented, because their histories are forgotten or fragmented anecdotes
(Freire, 1970; Sardar, 1999, p. 13). Spivak famously coined the rhetoric question “Can the
subaltern speak?”, in which she referred to subaltern people as those who are not only economically poor but are additionally marginalised from dominant groups and established institutions due to their caste, ethnicity or gender (2008). They lack a platform, wherefore
others speak on their behalf. Spivak views creating spaces for conversation as a vital trajectory towards giving voice to the subaltern (Nandi 2009, pp. 84-87). Freire describes the need
for fostering a critical consciousness through processes of observing and reflecting. It is rare
though that the marginalised can initiate such dialogues because they silently accept their
position, and are therefore often assisted by the privileged. Freire suggests collective dialogues with marginalised people in guiding roles through which also the privileged and powerful get the chance to unlearn their manifested worldviews, for example regarding standards of a good life. Only then a world with different power constellations becomes possible
(Freire, 1970, pp. 138-144).
The empowering impact of critical conversation was observed first hand during the empirical
research process, which itself took on the character of an on-going conversation with a
dense web of research participants. The puzzle of information gradually filled, communication with the women from the village became less hierarchical over time, and debate among
faculty members regarding the quality of social innovation and cultural heritage projects
with students was sparked. The incubator value of fostering opportunities for collective
open conversation showed when some of the participants embarked on collaborations after
a focus group independently. As a result the need for establishing spaces of open conversation and action was described (Kulick, 2021).

4. Established vocabularies of professional fields and the
communication of complex design concerns
Specialised terminologies have emerged within the fields important for the research – development, design and systems thinking – and established over time. The advantage is that
people familiar with them can easily communicate about their subjects. On the other hand
thought processes become rather limited to each field, making it difficult to expand their
boundaries and form synergies between them.
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4.1 Vocabularies of development, design and systems thinking
The vocabulary of development aid has consolidated since the middle of the 20th century,
when aid appeared on the agenda of international relations. Its terminology is informed by a
paradigm that considers countries of the Global North as advanced, justifying their mandate
to help the countries of the Global South, many of them previous colonies and considered
backwards, to catch up (Rostow, 1960, pp. 4-10). Terms such as ‘developing country’ or ‘developed country’ perpetuate such a mindset. Alternative models of development include the
centre–periphery model. It suggests that countries of the Global North currently form the
political, economical and cultural centre, while those of the Global South form the periphery.
The centre buys resources from the periphery in order to sell back manufactured goods and
as such maintains its power over the periphery, which remains dependent on the centre.
Development in this model means that the periphery achieves independence from the centre through developing autonomously and interacting as equal partner (Centre–Periphery
Model, 2020). However this model does not currently dominate development politics, and
neither do related terminologies such as ‘centre’, ‘periphery’ or ‘dependent country’.
From another angle design language today also appears streamlined and consolidated, largely shaped by the design thinking process, prominently promoted since the 1990s by the US
based design firm IDEO as well as academic design programs that aim to expand the notion
of design beyond products towards services and participatory processes (for example Hasso
Plattner Institute of Design at Stanford, 2010). This effort unquestionably has helped communicating the value of design to other professions such as the industry, governments and
civil society and also led to successful design products and services. The downside is that the
design process has become synonymous with the predefined five steps of the design thinking process – empathise, define, ideate, prototype and test — causing the misconception
that applying them could solve any problem. Many design challenges today though are of
such high complexity, including cultural diversity, that widening and diversifying the horizon
of design beyond the pragmatic five design thinking steps shall be recommended — even
though its defenders might argue that within each step there is sufficient freedom to imagine innovation.
The language of systems theory is specific too, often appearing aloof to those unfamiliar
with it. Talking about ‘elements and parts’, ‘connections’, or ‘purpose and function’ makes
the description of any system technical and abstract. This might be of advantage because it
encourages the researcher and the participants to take a healthy distance. But there are
drawbacks. When a design researcher presents a topic or results by using systems vocabulary to a wider audience affiliated with the research topic but not with systems thinking, this
audience may be left confused. This is particularly problematic when the participation of
multiple stakeholders is desired. Explaining ‘black boxes’ or ‘balancing and reinforcing feedback loops’ to fellow systems researchers may be constructive. But for other stakeholders
whose situations are analysed from a systems perspective it can be difficult, yet it would be
important that they understand the research results concerning their own conditions. One
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could argue that there is nothing better than understanding systems theory through learning-by-doing, though the main goal of stakeholder participation is not that all participants
learn the language of systems, but that they progress with their design concern at hand, especially when they already face communication challenges due their diverse socioeconomical and cultural backgrounds. The topics dealt with through the systems lens are
often of deeply human and complex nature, especially social systems, while systems language often appears technical. Therefore systems talk is not easy for all concerned people,
other than for the researcher, to view as a call for action. However it would be beneficial if
those who are affected by its dynamics, become able to understand and debate the complex
problems that they face from a holistic systems perspective and their own role in systems
change.
The fields of development, design and systems thinking are not unique in their use of specific vocabularies as it is common in many professional fields. While it makes workflows efficient, it keeps them within the boundaries of the known that has consolidated in the respective fields, providing little space for alternative and cross-disciplinary thought. But that is exactly what designers are looking for, especially as they often engage at the intersection of
different professional fields and groups of people.

4.2 Communicating complex design concerns
The historic perspective regarding design in development contexts has been discussed widely (for example Clarke, 2016; Das, 2013; Fathers, 2012; National Institute of Design, 1979;
Kulick, 2017a & 2017b) Today, besides engaging with the transfer of technical, infrastructural and practical knowledge, ideological debates, rooted in postcolonial discourses, experience a much needed momentum. The term ‘pluriversal design’, coined by anthropologist
and design theorist Arturo Escobar, (2017), resonates with the centre–periphery concept of
development. It stresses the importance of making transparent, debating and embracing
cultural practices, knowledge systems and expertise outside the Western realm, that dominate design world over. Escobar argues for a greater autonomy of different cultures by
strengthening their contextual knowledge while not rejecting external input. He argues for a
world in which many worlds exist parallel and cross-fertilise each other. Escobar considers
development aid politics a giant design project in which the Global North experiments with
the Global South (2017, p. 59). The introduction of pluriversal design hit a nerve during my
research as it encourages imagining alternative relations between cultures, societies, economies and political systems, including the politics of aid, and its underlying power relations.
Those, often linked to ideologies that have manifested over time, are not easy to change.
Therefore conceiving a shared vocabulary for describing, understanding and questioning current paradigms, and for proposing alternative ones, becomes vital.
Already designers apply visual language to communicate complex situations, for example the
GIGA-mapping method is used to visualise complex situations, including stakeholder relationships, ruptures and contradictions (Sevaldson, 2017a, 2017b & 2018). Concerned with
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complex development challenges, Giulio Quaggiotto of UN Innovation suggests visualizing
opportunities for improving a scenario in all their complexity, rather than defining tame
problems within real world messiness, because accepting this reality is key to acting in it
(2020, min. 17:32-35:36). Klaus Krippendorff highlights the importance of language for
world-shaping and for change from the perspective of systems and design, suggesting that
“languaging is the primary source of conception” (2006, p. 20). Referring to philosopher
Ludwig Wittgenstein he asserts “words do things, create artifacts, and change worlds”
(p.21).

5. Formulating design trajectories towards systems change
For this design research the direction of systems change was chosen rather than the more
obvious trajectory of suggesting guidelines for an ideal craft project or tools for one of the
case study projects.
For encouraging a dynamic with an increased empowering impact in the craft for empowerment system I formulated a theoretical design framework as one part of the research result3.
In order to think and formulate the new framework it was necessary to deconstruct and
formulate the theoretical framework that currently informs the dynamics and conditions of
the craft for empowerment system that I had visualized and analysed. For formulating such a
framework seven categories were defined:
1. Paradigm: What informs different stakeholders’ thinking and acting at the intersection of craft and empowerment?
2. Aim: What is the purpose of linking craft and grassroots empowerment?
3. Principles & values: What motivates different stakeholders to engage in craft projects?
4. Dynamic: What qualities and directions do activities have?
5. Character: How are craft projects anticipated and planned?
6. Design: What can design contribute to craft projects?
7. Impact: What results are emerging from the way the craft for empowerment system is operating?
Figure 2 shows the seven components in the centre. The terms in the left column describe a
framework, deconstructed from the current craft for empowerment system, and those in
the right column propose a framework with a profoundly different way of thinking about
how to generate empowering experiences in craft projects.

A more concrete concept for cross-level and peer-to-peer collaboration as one implementation possibility of the theoretical design framework forms the second part of the research result, but is not central to this research paper.

3
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Figure 2. Comparison between the deconstructed current craft for empowerment framework and a
proposed craft for empowerment framework

When first reflecting on the deconstructed framework in the left column I had to pause: why
did I think that proposing a new framework was needed? After all terms such as ‘inclusion’
and ‘income generation’ implied a positive quality of the current operation of the craft for
empowerment system, guided by the paradigm of ‘standardization’ of universal skills and
knowledge that help craft producers, while designers contribute product design and marketing expertise.
I realised that even after an intensive critical engagement with development aid theory I was
prone to buy into its dominant narrative regarding the ‘how’ of fostering empowering processes. Setbacks became visible in this deconstructed framework of the current situation:
top-down teaching indicates a hierarchy between craft producers on the target level as recipients of aid while other stakeholders from the implementation and political level aim to
help them. Political level stakeholders define the success indicators, often for different parts
of the world, with little contextual experience of the craft producers’ real-life situation, their
abilities and needs.
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Such appropriation processes of capacity building in craft projects impact craft producers
and local partners of international grant schemes because they ‘reinforce financial, conceptual and operational dependencies’. The need for proposing a framework that informs processes and activities towards an impact of ‘increased financial, conceptual and operational
independence’ becomes evident, and with it the need for stakeholders of craft projects to
develop a better understanding for each other’s concerns, perspectives and expertise.
In contrast to the deconstructed current paradigm of ‘standardization’, the proposed prospective framework is informed by the paradigm ‘confluences’ — of people, ideas, methods
and institutional processes. Empowering experiences are considered important for all stakeholders. Rather than top-down teaching, reciprocal learning-by-doing activities are encouraged between all craft project stakeholders so that they can learn from each other about
their circumstances, needs and abilities. Open-ended processes support the gradual generation of empowering experiences rather than meeting the deadlines of a grant period. Values
and principles encourage stakeholders to complement each other’s projects by sharing their
expertise and perspectives, so that a dense and contextually relevant craft ecosystem of
people, perspectives and practices can emerge. Design input extends beyond product design
and marketing into facilitating collective critical reflection and action (Figure 2).
The proposed framework on the first sight might not appear profoundly different. However
if one recalls the dominating ideology of development aid in which so-called ‘developing
countries’ in the Global South shall be enabled to follow the economic models of ‘developed
countries’ in the Global North, one can clearly recognise how it informs ‘standardization’ as
the paradigm that currently guides the craft for empowerment system, with its top-down
teaching in order to fit craft producers into existing value chains — unsurprisingly as it is
embedded in the larger aid sector. In this light the term ‘confluence’ describes a significantly
different paradigm that suggests transcending current hierarchies and bringing people together as both, experts and learners, in complementing craft project activities. Through mutual learning stakeholders gain contextual sensitivity that supports these new approaches.
The proposed framework resonates with Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak’s and Paulo Freire’s
concepts regarding the importance of collective critical reflection and conversation in empowering processes, and with the alternative centre–periphery development theory, all of
them striving for renegotiated power relationships.
The terms for the components of the proposed framework were identified after a prolonged
and challenging search in dictionaries and encyclopaedias, but also by looking for appropriate Urdu terms. It was also checked if they are already used in existing theories. Most importantly their meaning needed to fit the concept that I aimed to express for each component.

6. Conclusions
This paper could only offer glimpses into linguistic value for widening horizons of thinking
and imagination when proposing systems change. The interest emerged from an empirical
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research with a large number of stakeholders of different socio-economical, cultural and
professional backgrounds for whom conversation and collective critical reflection is not always easy but desired and important.
Identifying a vocabulary for proposing a framework that encourages rethinking and renegotiating the paradigm that informs Pakistan’s craft for empowerment system, is still an uncompleted process, through which two important aspects regarding the role of language
emerged:
1. Conversation and critical dialogue as a methodological approach for fostering consciousness and holistic understanding of complex situations as part of the process
to generate ethical systems change;
2. Terminology as reinforcing manifestation of ideologies and paradigms.
The potential of language to limit or widen boundaries of thinking is inherent to both. Therefore paying careful attention when choosing language in design processes concerned with
complex multi-stakeholder challenges and questions of empowerment is important. Further
exploration will be interesting, including the following aspects:
• How could vocabulary search processes for expressing alternative scenarios, paradigm shifts included, become a participatory activity between people of different
professional and demographic backgrounds? How can they establish shared vocabularies collectively?
• How could shared vocabularies support a denser dynamic between the meta-level
of a system and concrete activities in different parts of the same system? How
could such shared vocabulary support the interaction between grand scale planners
and local practitioners?
• How could carefully choosing vocabularies become an integral part of design practice, especially with the ever-increasing complex, interdisciplinary, pluriversal and
multi-dimensional character of design challenges at hand?
An increased awareness among designers, their affiliated project partners but also design
educators and students is necessary for developing the field of language and design further.
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